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REMARKS 

Hie foregoing amendment diKS attempt to ititn>ducc n«w matter into the preseni 
application for invention, nicrefore, the Applicant, respectfiiUy, rcqucste thai the above 
amcndmejjt be entered in and that the claims U> Ihc present appliiation be, kindly, 

reconsiderud. 

The Office Action dated April 5, 2004 has been received and considered by the 
Applicants. Claims 1-12 are pending in the preseni appUcation for invention. Claims 
1-8 and 12 stand rejected by the April 5, 2004 Office AcUon. Claims 9-11 are objected to 
by Uie April 5, 2004 Office Action. The Exanmnff objects to the Abstract of the 
disclosure. The foregoing amendment to the .specification has amended the Abstract to 
correct Aese oversights mentioned by the Examiner m die Office Action. 

The drawings ace objected i« because in Figs. 1, 5, and 6, the elements depicted 
need to contain a text label as referenced in the specification. Ilie Examiner stales that it 
is ofl'ice policy to request ftoni appUcante that submitted figures contain both text and 
nnmerica] labels to allow individuals viewing each figure lo be able to delexminc the 
designation of each element in figtire without having to go into the specifications. 
Rcdlined drawings are submitted with this response that provide the correct text labels 
requested by the Examiner. 

The Examiner cites various objections to the claims. The Applicants would like 
to draw the Examiner's attention to the objection raised for Claims 10 and 12. iTie 
Examiner suggests replacing the wo«l "claims" with the "claim" in line 1 for each of 
Claims 1 0 and 12. The AppUcanls, respectfiilly. point out that the Preliminary 
Amendment filed concurrently with die presem application for invention already replaced 
Ibc term complained of by the Examiner. Specifically, the Preliminary Amendment filed 
concuTTendy with the preseni ajqjlication for invention replaced "any of claims 1 to 7" 
widi the tenn "claim" in Claim 1 0; and the term "any of the preceding claim.s" was 
replaced with the term "claim" within Claim 12. ThereioTe, the AppUcants must decline 
to make the change suggested by the Examiner regarding Claims 10 and 12 because the 
objection is in error and the suggested change already exist within tfiosc claims. The 
remaining objections have been addressed by the foregoing amendment to die claims as 

suggested by the Examiner. 
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The Office Action rejects Claims 1-8 vmdcr the provisions of 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as being 
anlicipatcd by EP 0 332 079 A2 (hereinafter referred to as lanay). 

Hie Examiner sULcs that Tanaka discloses the recites clemente of the ngcclcd 
claims. Spccificftlly regarding Claim 1, the Examiner states that H ^nak^ discloses at column 5, 
line 20 - column 6, line 35, that the input of the equalizer control signal generator means is 
adapted to receive a second signal having asynchronous samples, the equalizer control signal 
gener^or means comprises delcction means for detecting the instant at which the second signal 
crosses a predetermined signal value, so as to obtain a detection signal, and means for, in 
response to said detection ^dgnal, deriving the equalisser control signal from Ot least one 
asynchronous sample value of the second signal at cither side of the instant at which the secimd 
signal crosses said predeterjnined signal value, said equalizer control signal being derived from 
said at least two samples by means of an operation equivalent to arithmetically combining said at 
least two asynchronous sample values, llic Applicants, respectfully, disagree. 

T^na^ at colimin 5, line 20 - column 6, line 35, teaches that that the output of a 
waveform sampler is differentiated to pn>vide the differentiated signal as shown in FIG. 4D and 
the diHerenlialed signal is then compared with a reference waveform as sbown in FJG. 4E. 
Tanakn teache.s comparing two waveforms (the differentiated signal and the reference waveform) 
at multiple sampling points, determining the differences between the two waveforms at those 
sampling points, and using the differences determining multiplication coefficients. 

The present invention as recited by rejected Claiml, defines detection means for 
detecting the instant at which the second signal crosses a predetermined signal value, so as to 
obtain a detection signal. In resptmse to the detection signal, the equalizer ccmtrol signal is 
derived fiom al least one asynchronoiLs sample value of the second signal at either side of the 
instant at which the second signal crosses the predetermined signal value. The Applicanw, 
respectfidly, point out that Tanaka docs not tech or suggest detecting the inslant at which the 
second signal crosses a predetermined signal value, Tanaka> as previously discussed teaches 
comparing a dillerenliatcd signal to a referejjce signal and determining the ditterences. Tanaka 
does not use a.synchTonous samples; Tanaka uses derivatives of the asynchronous samples. 
Tanalca docs not determine the point at which the asynchronous samples cross a predctemiined 
value. Tanaka compares a differentiated waveform with a reference waveform and determines 
the differences between the two waveforms. Moreover, Tanaka does not teach or suggest an 

Serial Mc>.09/7AI, 670 9 



PAGE1(W16*RCVDAT7/6/200411:23:48PM[EasternDa^^^^^ * DURATION (mm-ss):D5^ 



JUL-6-20P4 10:ieP FROM: leimbach 15853B19983 10:17038729306 Pill-^IG 



operation equivalent to arilhxnctica]ly combining the at least two asynchronous sample values to 
derive the equalizer control signal. 

In view of ihe foregoing analysis, there are numerous differences betweeti the 
rccilatiim ofrejected Claim 1 and the cite reference, Tanaka , Therefore, this rejection is 
rcspeclfully traversed. 

Regarding Claims 2-4^ these claims depend Irum und further define Claim I either 
directly or indirectly. Therefore, these claims ore believed to he aUowable. 

Regarding Claim 5> the Examiner stating that Tanaka discloses the FIR filter is a 
3-tap FIR filter preferably liaviug a transfer function H(z) = Co 2C|Z"^ f Qyz ^ Co and Q being 
variables which comply with Co= 54 - Ci and whic^ variables have a relationship with the 
qualifier control signal.. The Examintn* dies column 4, lines 24-58 of Tanaka as providing the 
disclosure of die subject matter defined by Claim 5. The Applicants, respectfully, point out that 
cohunn 4, lines 24-58 of Tanaka discusses a FIR filter, but there is no discussion of the transfer 
funclion for that FIR filter. There is also no i^uggestion of how the tnmsfer function tor the FIR 
filter disclosed by lanakg would be derived. Additionally, Tanaka does not disclose, or suggest 
using a 3 tap FIR filter as contended in the Office Action. Tanaka at column 4, lines 34-35 
disclose the use of 3-tap delay lines, not a .3-tap FIR filter. Morcsovcr, there clearly no 
disclosure^ or sugge^stion, by Tanaka of Co and Ci being variables having a relationship with 
qualifier control signal which comprises with Cd - Vi - C| . 

Regarding Claim 6, the Examiner stating dial Tanaka discloses the FIR filter is a 
3-tap FIR filter preferably having a transfer fiinction H(«) - A + z'^ - A z"^, A being a variable 
having a relationship with the equalizer control signal, ilic Examiner cites column 4^ lines 24- 
58 of Tanaka as providing the disclosure of the subject matter defined by Claim 6. The 
Applicante, respectfully, point out that while uilumn 4, lines 24-58 of Tanaka discusses a FIR 
filter, there is no discussion of the transfer function for that FIR filter. There is also no 
suggestion of how the transfer function for the FIR filler disclosed by I'anaka would be derived. 
Additionally, Tanaka docs not disck)se, or suggest using a 3 tap FIR filter as contended in the 
OflScc Actioa Tanaka at column 4, lines 34-35 disclose the use of 3-tap delay lines, not a 3-lap 
FIR filter. Moreover, there is clearly no disclosure, or suggestion, by Tanaka of A being a 
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variable having a relatit)mhip with the equalizer control signal 

Regaining Claim 7> the Examiner slating that Tanaka discloses Ihc FIR filter is a 
3-lap filter preferably having a transl'er function: H(7) = (Co + A) 2Ci z'* + (Co- A) z"^ where 
Co, Ci and A arc variables having a relationship with the eqtializer control signal which 
comprises with Co = i/j - Ci- The Examiner cites column 4, lines 24-58 of lanafe as providing 
the disclosure of the subject matter defined by Claim 7- i he Applicants, respectfully, point out 
that while column 4, lines 24-58 of Tanaka discasses a FIR filter, there is no discussion of the 
transfer function tor that FIR filter. There is also no suggestion of how the transfer function for 
thu FIR filter disclosed by Tanaka would be derived. Additionally, Tanaka docs not disclose, or 
suggest using a 3 lap FIR filter as contended in the OfiBce Action. Tanaka ol column 4, lines 34- 
35 disclose the ase of 3-tap delay lines, not a 3-tap FIR filter. Moreover, there is clearly no 
disclosure, or suggestion, by Tanaka of C<>, Ci and A being variables having a relationship with 
the equalizer control signal which comprisei^ with Co = !4 - Ci» 

The Office Action rejects Claim 12 under the provisions of 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as 
being unpatenable over Tanaka^ as applied to Claim 1 in view of U-S- Patent No. 6»549,087 B I 
issued tu Haong, ct al. (hereinafter referred to as llaong ct all The Examiner sUiUs that Tanaka 
discloses all limitations of Claim I . Tanaka d oes not however disclose the equalizer control 
signal generator means comprises a look-up table in order to obtain the equalizer control signal 
in response to the first control signal. However, Hoana teaches the equalizer control signal 
generator means comprises a look-up table in order to obtain the equalizer control signal in 
response to die first control signal. The Applicants would like to, rcspcctfiiUy, point out claim 
12 depends trom and fiirther define Claim 1 . Therefore, Claim 1 2 is believed to be allowable. 

The foregoing amendment adds new Claims 13-20 that are of similar scope to 
Claims 1-12 and are believed to be allowable for the reasons stated above. 



il 
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Iq an effort to move the present application for invention towards allowance, the 



Applicant have amended the claims to the invention. 



Applicant is not aware of any additional patents, publications, or ulhur 



ioTormation not previously submitted to tlu; Patent and Trademark Office which would be 
reqdred under 37 CP.R. 1.99. 



Tn view of the foregoing amcndincni and remarks, the Applicant believes that the 



present fipplication Is in condition for allowance, with such allowance being, respectfully. 



CbRTJFICATn OF TRANSMISSION 

f licreby certify that thin coitcApondencc 

*S b^ing tnmmiiUod an thu date via 

Ikcsimire minsmisskHi lu (7Cl3> iTZ-^Xim AND luuifcssecl to; 

COMMlCfilOWKR OF Pft'J'liNTiJ 

P.U. Htttt SAbO 

AIex;jnrfr<j», Va 22313-i4^l> 



Date of Transmissiop: July 6, 2004 



requested. 



Respectfully submitted. 




James D. Leimbachy Reg. 34^74 
Patent Attorney (585) 381-W83 
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